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Presentation Overview

•• BackgroundBackground

–– Vision, Charge, GoalsVision, Charge, Goals

•• ProcessProcess

–– Who, Input, AnalysisWho, Input, Analysis

•• ResultsResults

–– Products, Updates, UseProducts, Updates, Use



Vision

•• Cooperatively develop a science based Cooperatively develop a science based 

resource assessment that will serve as resource assessment that will serve as 

a guide to federal, state and local units a guide to federal, state and local units 

of government in focusing resources to of government in focusing resources to 

hydrologic units with the greatest need.hydrologic units with the greatest need.

Background



Charge

•• Utilize a Subcommittee of the State Utilize a Subcommittee of the State 

Technical Committee to update NERA 1 Technical Committee to update NERA 1 

analysis.analysis.

•• Project began January 2005.Project began January 2005.

•• Final analysis by May 2005Final analysis by May 2005

Background



Goals

•• Complete an assessment on the major Complete an assessment on the major 

resources listed for conservation resources listed for conservation 

planning:planning:

–– ForestryForestry

–– RangeRange

–– Surface Water Surface Water 

QuantityQuantity

–– Soil QualitySoil Quality

–– Water QualityWater Quality

–– Ground Water Ground Water 

QuantityQuantity

–– WetlandsWetlands

–– WildlifeWildlife

Background



Goals

•• Present data results by a consistent and Present data results by a consistent and 

common land unit, 8 digit hydrologic common land unit, 8 digit hydrologic 

units.units.

•• Provide for updates as new or better Provide for updates as new or better 

data becomes available.data becomes available.

•• Make results available to partners to Make results available to partners to 

increase public awareness of our increase public awareness of our 

natural resource needs in Nebraska.natural resource needs in Nebraska.

Background



Who

Process

•• Meeting notices sent to all original Meeting notices sent to all original 

members of State Technical Committee members of State Technical Committee 

NERA Subcommittee.NERA Subcommittee.

•• Involvement from:Involvement from:

–– Farm BureauFarm Bureau

–– Corn GrowersCorn Growers

–– DNR, DEQ, G&P, DNR, DEQ, G&P, 

Forest Serv.Forest Serv.

–– NE Dept. of AgNE Dept. of Ag

–– Central NE PPDCentral NE PPD

–– Grazing Lands Org.Grazing Lands Org.

–– FSA, NRCSFSA, NRCS

–– NARDNARD

–– Congressman Osborn Congressman Osborn 

OfficeOffice

–– Senator Hagel’s OfficeSenator Hagel’s Office

–– Center for Rural AffairsCenter for Rural Affairs



Input

•• Reviewed & revised resource concerns Reviewed & revised resource concerns 
from NERA 1.from NERA 1.

•• Reviewed data from NERA 1 to Reviewed data from NERA 1 to 
determine if more current data or new determine if more current data or new 
data was available.data was available.

•• Investigated and submitted related data Investigated and submitted related data 
sources that were:sources that were:

–– Readily available or easily converted to Readily available or easily converted to 
digital formatdigital format

–– State wide in scopeState wide in scope

Process



Analysis

•• Data layers reviewed and assigned Data layers reviewed and assigned 

preliminary weights by technical preliminary weights by technical 

specialists.specialists.

•• Data layers imported into geographic Data layers imported into geographic 

information system and summarized by information system and summarized by 

8 digit hydrologic unit (HU).8 digit hydrologic unit (HU).

•• Summarized data classified and Summarized data classified and 

assigned weights for analysis.assigned weights for analysis.

Process



Consensus

•• Subcommittee meetings held to review Subcommittee meetings held to review 

and provide comments on analysis.and provide comments on analysis.

•• Based on group consensus:Based on group consensus:

–– Reassigned weight valuesReassigned weight values

–– Dropped data layersDropped data layers

–– Clarified data issuesClarified data issues

–– Agreed on final assessmentAgreed on final assessment

Process



Results May 2005

•• Completed assessments for:Completed assessments for:

Results

–– ForestlandForestland

–– RangelandRangeland

–– Soil QualitySoil Quality

–– Surface Water Surface Water 

QuantityQuantity

–– Ground Water Ground Water 

QuantityQuantity

–– WetlandsWetlands

–– WildlifeWildlife

–– Water QualityWater Quality



Soil Quality/Health
(Related To Cropland)

Results



Low Concern

High Concern

Final HU Ranking

Soil Quality

–– Water ErosionWater Erosion High WeightHigh Weight

–– Wind ErosionWind Erosion High WeightHigh Weight

–– EI EI –– WindWind High WeightHigh Weight

–– EI EI –– WaterWater High WeightHigh Weight

–– Organic MatterOrganic Matter High WeightHigh Weight

–– Soil AcidicitySoil Acidicity Low WeightLow Weight

–– Soil SalinitySoil Salinity Low WeightLow Weight

–– Soil AlkalinitySoil Alkalinity Low WeightLow Weight

–– 2004 No Till2004 No Till Low WeightLow Weight

9 Base Layers and Weight9 Base Layers and Weight



Soil Quality Map - NERA Final Analysis

The final soil quality map incorporates soil erosion and
soil heath to determine the final rankings per HU for
overall soil quality.

The four categories within soil erosion and soil health
were given points from 1 - 4, with 4 being given to the
top category.  These points were then summed to create
the final soil quality map as reflected.

Soil Erosion - Final Analysis

Input Layers

1.  Water Erosion - USLE
2.  Wind Erosion - WEQ

3. Erodibility Index - Water
4. Erodibility Index - Wind

Soil Erosion analysis incorporates the Input Layers shown to the left.
Each layer was weighted and summed to create the final HU ranking

as shown in this map.  

This map will then be incorporated into the Soil Health Analysis Map.

Final HU Ranking

2002 AgCen CRP/WRP Acres By County

Acres
0 - 6955

6956 - 15715

15716 - 30302

30303 - 89189

Reference Map

Soil Erosion

Base Layer

Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

USLE on Cropland

1.0000 - 1.0982

1.0983 - 1.2422

1.2423 - 1.4332

1.4333 - 2.3692

Analysis

Weight

80

100

120

140

1. Water Erosion - USLE
    NERA used NRCS National Resources Inventory Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) data from 1997.

    A ranking of each HU based on the soil erosion in relation to the soils Tolerable (T) level of soil loss.
    NERA 2 emphasizes the cropland within a huc that has significant soil loss.   CRP acres are not included
    in the analysis.  

    Weight: HIGH Ranking with greater concern for greater soil loss in relation to T.

Water Erosion - USLE
Base Data

Soil Erosion
Base Layer
Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

Analysis

Weight

80

100

120

140

2. Wind Erosion - WEQ
    NERA used NRCS National Resources Inventory Wind Erosion Equation (WEQ) data from 1997.

    A ranking of each HU based on the soil erosion in relation to the soils Tolerable (T) level of soil loss.
    NERA 2 emphasizes the cropland within a huc that has significant soil loss.   CRP acres are not included

    in the analysis.  

    Weight: HIGH Ranking with greater concern for greater soil loss in relation to T.

Wind Erosion - WEQ
Base Data

WEQ on Cropland

1.0000 - 1.0716

1.0717 - 1.2616

1.2617 - 1.6328

1.6329 - 2.1212

Percent of HU

100

120

140

80

Analysis

Weight

3. Erodibility Index - Water
    NERA used NRCS National Resources Inventory Erodibility Index (EI) data from 1997.
    A ranking of each HU based on the EI on cultivated cropland.
   

    FINAL NERA RANKING = (Current Soil Loss Ranking) * (Potential Soil Loss Ranking) 

Soil Erosion
Base Layer
Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment NERA 2 - Water Erosion Related to T
* Water Erosion Index

0.00 - 2.61

2.62 - 4.96

4.97 - 8.49

8.50 - 18.80

Percent of HU

100

120

140

80

Analysis

Weight

Soil Erosion
Base Layer
Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

4. Erodibility Index - Wind
    NERA used NRCS National Resources Inventory Erodibility Index (EI) data from 1997.
    A ranking of each HU based on the EI on cultivated cropland.
   

    FINAL NERA RANKING = (Current Soil Loss Ranking) * (Potential Soil Loss Ranking) 

NERA 2 - Wind Erosion Related to T
* Wind Erosion Index

0.86 - 3.26

3.27 - 7.02

7.03 - 11.54

11.55 - 23.07

320 - 340

341 - 380

381 - 420

421 - 480

Soil Health Final Map

Soil Salinity
Soil Quality
Base Layer
Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

4.  Soil Salinity
     NERA 2 used NRCS County Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO)
     county total estimated acres of map units with Electrical Conductivity (EC)
     greater than 4.0.

HU Ranking

No Saline Soils

Saline Soils

Analysis
Weight

0

20

LOW Weight

Percent HUC Cropped Fields 2004
Soil Erosion

Base Layer
Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

 Percent HU Cropland
     NERA 2 used FSA 2004 Digitized Field boundary data to determine the
     number of cropped field acres within each HU.  These acres do not include
     CRP fields.

Input Layers

Organic Matter, Soil Erosion, Soil Salinity, 
No Till,  Acidic Soils, Alkaline Soils

Reference Maps

LOW Weight

2004 No Till
Soil Erosion
Base Layer
Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

6.  Soil Carbon Sequestration
     NERA 2 used FSA 2004 Digitized Field boundary data to determine the

     number of cropped field acres within each HU.  From this, CTIC 2004 No Till
     Acres were subtracted.  This gave the number of acres per HU that were not

     under the No Till Conservation Tillage practice.  The percent of these acres
     per HU are reflected in this map.  These acres do not include CRP fields.

% of HU

0.565046340 - 17.7207818

17.7207819 - 37.0791252

37.0791253 - 57.7780064

57.7780065 - 90.3643137

Analysis
Weight

16

20

24

28

Soil Erosion Analysis
Soil Erosion
Base Layer

Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

2.  Soil Erosion Analysis
     Final Soil Erosion Analysis.

MEDIUM Weight

Final HU Ranking

240 - 260

261 - 280

281 - 320

321 - 360

Analysis
Weight

40

50

60

70

Soil Alkalinity Soil Erosion
Base Layer

Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

Percent of HU

0.02 - 8.71

8.72 - 23.11

23.12 - 41.17

41.18 - 89.83

Analysis
Weight

16

20

24

28

3.  Soil Alkalinity

     NERA 2 used NRCS County Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO)
     county total estimated acres of map units with pH greater than 7.8 on

     cropped fields.

LOW Weight

LOW Weight

Soil Acidicity
Soil Erosion
Base Layer

Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

7.  Acidic Soils

     NERA 2 used NRCS County Soil Survey Geographic Database (SSURGO)
     county total estimated acres of map units with pH less than 6.0.

% of HU

0 - 16.53

16.54 - 45.11

45.12 - 71.66

71.67 - 97.26

Analysis
Weight

16

20

24

28

Final HU Ranking

150 - 184

185 - 216

217 - 250

251 - 290

2002 AgCen CRP/WRP Acres By County

Acres
0 - 6955

6956 - 15715

15716 - 30302

30303 - 89189

HIGH Weight

Organic Matter Soil Erosion

Base Layer

Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

1.  Soil Organic Matter
      NERA 2 used the SSURGO Soils data to determine soil organic matter
      content.  Those soils with an Organic Matter Content of < 0.9 were 
      identified.  The number of acres of these soils were then identified
      within the cropped fields from FSA Field Boundary data from 2004.
      This map reflects the HU's with the greatest number of cropped fields
      that contain the least amount of organic matter.
      within the surface layers of the soil horizon.  The % of these soils within
      each HU were determined.

% of HU Organic Matter
Less than 2.0

Analysis
Weight

80

100

120

140

0.02 - 2.98

2.99 - 8.41

8.42 - 18.67

18.68 - 42.97

Input Data Layers: Soil Erosion, Soil Health

Map is not appropriate for
localizee interpretation.

This map is to be used for area
to area (hydro unit to hydro

unit) comparisons only.

Low Concern

High Concern

Map Date: June 2005

USDA NRCS Nebraska

Final HU Ranking

Soil Erosion
Base Layer
Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

Analysis

Weight

80

100

120

140

2. Wind Erosion - WEQ
NERA used NRCS National Resources Inventory Wind Erosion Equation (WEQ) data from 1997.
A ranking of each HU based on the soil erosion in relation to the soils Tolerable (T) level of soil loss.

in the analysis.  

Weight: HIGH Ranking with greater concern for greater soil loss in relation to T.

Wind Erosion - WEQ

Base Data

WEQ on Cropland

1.0000 - 1.0716

1.0717 - 1.2616

1.2617 - 1.6328

1.6329 - 2.1212

Analysis Example
Base Layer 1Base Layer 1

Percent of HU

100

120

140

80

Analysis

Weight

3. Erodibility Index - Water

A ranking of each HU based on the EI on cultivated cropland.

FINAL NERA RANKING = (Current Soil Loss Ranking) * (Potential Soil Loss Ranking) 

Soil Erosion
Base Layer
Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment NERA 2 - Water Erosion Related to T

* Water Erosion Index

0.00 - 2.61

2.62 - 4.96

4.97 - 8.49

8.50 - 18.80

Base Layer 2Base Layer 2

Base Layer 3Base Layer 3

Base Layer 4Base Layer 4

Final AnalysisFinal Analysis

Percent of HU

100

120

140

80

Analysis

Weight

Soil Erosion
Base Layer
Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

4. Erodibility Index - Wind

A ranking of each HU based on the EI on cultivated cropland.

NERA 2 - Wind Erosion Related to T

* Wind Erosion Index

0.86 - 3.26

3.27 - 7.02

7.03 - 11.54

11.55 - 23.07

HIGH Weight

Organic Matter Soil Erosion

Base Layer

Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

1.  Soil Organic Matter

identified.  The number of acres of these soils were then identified

that contain the least amount of organic matter.

each HU were determined.

% of HU Organic Matter
Less than 2.0

Analysis
Weight

80

100

120

140

0.02 - 2.98

2.99 - 8.41

8.42 - 18.67

18.68 - 42.97

Soil Erosion Analysis
Soil Erosion

Base Layer

Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

2.  Soil Erosion Analysis
Final Soil Erosion Analysis.

MEDIUM Weight

Final HU Ranking

240 - 260

261 - 280

281 - 320

321 - 360

Analysis
Weight

40

50

60

70

LOW Weight

Soil Acidicity Soil Erosion
Base Layer
Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

7.  Acidic Soils

county total estimated acres of map units with pH less than 6.0.

% of HU

0 - 16.53

16.54 - 45.11

45.12 - 71.66

71.67 - 97.26

Analysis
Weight

16

20

24

28

Soil Salinity
Soil Quality
Base Layer
Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

4.  Soil Salinity

Soil Alkalinity Soil Erosion
Base Layer
Component

Nebraska Resource Assessment

Percent of HU

0.02 - 8.71

8.72 - 23.11

23.12 - 41.17

41.18 - 89.83

Analysis
Weight

16

20

24

28

3.  Soil Alkalinity

cropped fields.

LOW Weight

Base Layer 7Base Layer 7
Base Layer 8Base Layer 8

Base Layer 9Base Layer 9

Base Layer 6Base Layer 6

Base Layer 5Base Layer 5

Low Concern

High Concern

Final HU Ranking



Forestland

Results



Forestland

•• 4 Base layer components and weights:4 Base layer components and weights:

–– % Forest Cover 2003% Forest Cover 2003 Medium WeightMedium Weight

–– % Native Forest% Native Forest Medium WeightMedium Weight

–– T & E and At Risk Woodland SpeciesT & E and At Risk Woodland Species Low WeightLow Weight

–– Forest TrendForest Trend Low WeightLow Weight

Results

Forest Land Final Map - NERA Final Analysis

Nebraska Resource Assessment Forest
Base Layer
Component

Forest Trend - Decline

2. Forest Trend - Declining
    NERA 2 used NASS 2003 Satellite data to determine the number 
    of acres per HU of forestland.  This data was then compared to mid

    1980's Land Use/Land Cover data to determine the trend.

Decreasing/HU
Analysis
Weight

Not Decreasing 0

20Decreasing

LOW Weight

Nebraska Resource Assessment Forest
Base Layer
Component

T & E and At Risk Woodland Species

Number/HU

0

1

2

3 - 4

Analysis
Weight

16

20

24

28

1. T & E and At Risk Woodland Species
    NERA 2 used Nebraska Game & Parks T & E species data as well
    as the Natural Legacy Heritage data on At Risk Species to
    determine the number of species per HU.

LOW Weight

Nebraska Resource Assessment Forest
Base Layer
Component

Percent Forestland

3. Percent Forestland
    NERA 2 used NASS 2003 Satellite data to determine the number
    of forested acres within each HU.

% of HU

0.0 - 0.77

0.78 - 2.4

2.5 - 5.0

5.1 - 14

Analysis
Weight

40

50

60

70

MEDIUM Weight

Nebraska Resource Assessment Forest
Base Layer
Component

Percent HU Native Forest

4. Percent HU Native Forest Acres
    NERA 2 used UN-L's native vegetation coverage to determine
    the number of acres per HU of native forest.

Analysis
Weight

40

50

60

70

% of HU

0.0 - 0.90

0.91 - 6.6

6.7 - 15

16 - 73

MEDIUM Weight

Map is not appropriate for
localizee interpretation.

This map is to be used for area
to area (hydro unit to hydro

unit) comparisons only.

Map Date: June 2005

USDA NRCS Nebraska

Low Concern

High Concern

Final HU Ranking



Grazing Lands

Results

Definition:Definition:

Lands with grass, forb and shrub communities Lands with grass, forb and shrub communities 

managed for forage production but void of cultural managed for forage production but void of cultural 

management treatments such as fertilization, management treatments such as fertilization, 

chemical weed control, reseeding or renovation.chemical weed control, reseeding or renovation.



Grazing Lands

•• 9 base layer components and weights:9 base layer components and weights:

–– % Change Rangeland% Change Rangeland High WeightHigh Weight

–– % Change Grassland% Change Grassland High WeightHigh Weight

–– Woody Cover IncreasesWoody Cover Increases High WeightHigh Weight

–– % Grassland% Grassland Medium WeightMedium Weight

–– T & E and At Risk GrasslandT & E and At Risk Grassland

Dependent SpeciesDependent Species Medium WeightMedium Weight

Results

–– Range Condition Range Condition 

TrendTrend Low WeightLow Weight

–– Noxious Weeds   Noxious Weeds   Low WeightLow Weight

–– 5 Year Drought 5 Year Drought 

ConditionCondition Low WeightLow Weight

–– Range Water Range Water 

ErosionErosion Low WeightLow Weight

Final HU Ranking
Low Concern

High Concern



Water Quality

Results



Low Concern

High Concern

Water Quality

Surface Water QualitySurface Water Quality

–– Water ErosionWater Erosion Medium WeightMedium Weight

–– Water Quality Water Quality –– 303d List303d List High WeightHigh Weight

–– T & E Species Aquatic HabitatT & E Species Aquatic Habitat Low Weight Low Weight 

–– % HU containing Wetlands% HU containing Wetlands Low WeightLow Weight

Results

Ground Water QualityGround Water Quality

–– Nitrate Levels Nitrate Levels High WeightHigh Weight

–– Pesticide LevelsPesticide Levels High Weight High Weight 



Water Quantity

Results



Surface Water Quantity

•• 5 base layer components and weights:5 base layer components and weights:

–– 5 Year Drought Trend5 Year Drought Trend High WeightHigh Weight

–– SW Flows DeclineSW Flows Decline High Weight High Weight 

–– SW Flows RiseSW Flows Rise Low WeightLow Weight

–– SW Consumptive Use ChangeSW Consumptive Use Change Medium WeightMedium Weight

–– SW Consumptive UseSW Consumptive Use Very Low WeightVery Low Weight
Nebraska Resource Assessment

Low Concern

High Concern

Final HU Ranking



Input Analysis Data
1. GW Rise Historic, 2. GW Decline Historic, 3. GW Level Trend Rise, 4. GW Level Trend Decline,

5. GW Aquifer Thickness, 6. Estimated Water Use, 7. 5 Year Drought Condition

Estimated Water Use - 2000 County Level Data
Ground Water Withdrawals, Public & Domestic & Irrigation

6.  Current Ground Water Use
     Ground Water Use - Public & Domestic & Irrigation

     Data based on USGS 2000 County Level Data on Estimated Use of Water
     in the United States.  Data is Mgal/Day.

Nebraska Resource Assessment Ground Water Quantity
Base Layer
Component

Total Points
Public & Irrigation

4

5 - 6

7 - 10

11 - 16

LOW Weight

Analysis
Weight

16

20

24

28

7.  5 Year Drought Monitor Condition
     This map portrays the summed points per HUC from five years of December
     data from the Drought Monitor.  Points were given according to the drought
     condition.  The most limiting condition was the point value that each HUC 
     received for their value on the last reading during the month of December
     for the years 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003 and 2004.

5 Year Drought Trend

Total Points

Per HUC

4 - 6

7 - 9

10 - 12

13 - 14

Analysis

Weight

40

50

60

70

Nebraska Resource Assessment Water Quantity
Base Layer

ComponentMEDIUM Weight

Percent of Total NE Irrigated Acres Within HU

% In HU

0.00 - 0.95

0.96 - 2.43

2.44 - 4.73

4.74 - 8.32

Data derived from 2002 Ag Census data on Irrigated Acres
within each HU.

Nebraska Resource Assessment

Ground Water Change: Decline - Predevelopment to Spring 2004

2.  Ground Water Decline Historic, Predevelopment - Spring 2004
     
     Data based on UNL CSD data Ground Water Change Predevelopment to Spring 2004.

     Analysis of the decline in ground water from predevelopment to 2004 was done based
     on a total decline area regardless of the range.  Thus, the percent of the HUC that contains
     a declining ground water level represents any decline.  The total acres of the ground water 
     decline area were calculated and divided by the total acres in that HUC.  Categories of the
     percent of the HUC that contains a decline are based on the Jenks Natural Breaks divisions.

     NERA 2 Weight: HIGH Ranking.

Decline in GW Range in Feet

> -50

-40.00 to -49.99

-30.00 to -39.99

-20.00 to -29.99

-10.00 to -19.99

-5.00 to -9.99

Percent HUC 
Decline in GW

Analysis
Weight

80

100

120

140

Ground Water Quantity
Base Layer
Component

0 - 4.22

4.23 - 17.44

17.45 - 48.72

48.73 - 92.02

HIGH Weight

4. Ground Water Trend - Decline, Spring 1999 - Spring 2004
    Data based on USGS ground water change maps from spring to spring of the
    following years: 1999 - 2000, 2002 - 2003 and 2003 - 2004.  Categories are based
    on Jenks Natural Breaks Divisions within the data.

    The base maps that went into the final map were created based on the percent of
    each HUC that contained a range of decline.  There were three ranges of decline:
    -0.01 to -1.99 ft, -2.00 to -5.00 ft and > -5.00 ft.  Each category was then given a point
    from 1 to 3, lowest decline to the highest decline. 
    The total points for each year's worth of data were then added together to create the
    trend map as shown above.

    Weight NERA2:  HIGH Ranking.

Total Points/HUC
3 Categores

Annual Ground Water Decline Years 99-00, 02-03, 03-04
Base Data

Analysis
Weight

80

100

120

140

Nebraska Resource
Assessment

Ground Water Quantity
Base Layer
Component

0 - 2

3 - 8

9 - 12

13 - 18

HIGH Weight

Thickness of Principle Aquifer
Base Data: UN-L CSD

Nebraska Resource Assessment Ground Water Quantity
Base Layer
Component

Analysis
Weight

80

100

120

140

Total Points

1 - 2

3 - 5

6 - 7

8 - 10

5.  Thickness of principal aquifer. UN-L CSD Data

     Data based on UNL CSD data from 1996 Thickness of Principle Aquifer.
     Data grouped into 5 categories, Absent/Very Thin, <100', 100 - 300', 300 - 500' and >500'.
     HUCs with an aquifer thickness of > 500' did not get a analysis point value.  Each category 
     was divided into 4 categories based on the Jenks Natural Breaks method.  Categories were
     given points from 1 - 4 from lowest percentage of the HUC containing the category, to highest
     percentage of the HUC containing the category.

     Weight:  HIGH Ranking

HIGH Weight

Ground Water Management Areas & Well Moratorium Areas

Nebraska Resource Assessment Ground Water Quality
Reference Map

 

Central Platte

Deuel County

Little Blue

Lower Big Blue

Lower Elkhorn Red Willow-Hitchcock

Lower Loup

Lower Niobrara

Lower Platte North

Lower Platte South

North Platte

Sidney

Superior-Hardy

Tri Basin

Upper Big Blue

Upper Elkhorn

Upper Republican

Well Moratorium Areas

% In HU

0.00 - 0.95

0.96 - 2.43

2.44 - 4.73

4.74 - 8.32

Data derived from 2002 Ag Census data on Irrigated Acres
within each HU.

Percent of Total NE Cropland Acres Within HU

Percent of HU Cropland

Data derived from 2002 Ag Census data on Total Cropland Acres
within each HU.

% of HU

8.8 - 26.09

26.1 - 49.29

49.3 - 67.43

67.44 - 93.53

Data derived from 2002 Ag Census data on Irrigated Acres
within each HU.

Percent HU Irrigated Cropland

% In HU

0.80 - 8.17

8.18 - 19.38

19.39 - 32.90

32.90 - 58.75

Analysis
Weight

3.   Ground Water Trend - Rise, Spring 1999 - Spring 2004.
      Data based on CSD ground water change maps from spring to spring of the following years:

      1999 - 2000, 2002 - 2003 and 2003 - 2004.  Categories are based on Jenks Natural Breaks
      Divisions within the data.

      The base maps that went into the final map were created based on the percent of each HUC

      that contained a range of rise.  There were three ranges of rise: 0.01 to 1.99 ft, 2.00 to 5.00 ft
      and > 5.00 ft.  Within each range four categories were developed based on the Jenks Natural
      Breaks divions within each range.  Each category was then givena point from 1 to 4, lowest
      percentage to the highest percentage.  The total points for each year's worth of data were then
      added together to create the trend map as shown above.

       Weight NERA2:  LOW Ranking.

Total Points/HUC
3 Ranges/4Categores

Ground Water Rise
Current Years 99-00, 02-03, 03-04

Nebraska Resource Assessment Ground Water Quantity
Base Layer
Component

16

20

24

28

3 - 7

8 - 13

14 - 22

0 - 2

VERY LOW Weight

2
4

6
8

Nebraska Resource Assessment Ground Water Quantity
Base Layer
Component

Ground Water Change: Rise - Predevelopment to Spring 2004

1.  Ground Water Rise Historic, Predevelopment - Spring 2004

     Data based on UNL CSD data Ground Water Change Predevelopment to Spring 2004.

     Analysis of the rise in ground water from predevelopment to 2004 was done based
     on a total rise area regardless of the range.  Thus, the percent of the HUC that contains
     a rising ground water level represents any rise.  The total acres of the ground water 
     rise area were calculated and divided by the total acres in that HUC.  Categories of the
     percent of the HUC that contains a rise are based on the Jenks Natural Breaks divisions.

     NERA 2 Weight: LOW Ranking.

Rise in Ground Water
Range in Feet

5.00 to 9.99

10.00 to 19.99

20.00 to 29.99

30.00 to 39.99

40.00 to 49.99

> 50.00

Percent HUC 
Rise in GW

Analysis
Weight

16

20

24

28

0 - 2.17

2.18 - 7.08

7.09 - 12.75

12.76 - 39.87

VERY LOW Weight

2
4

6
8

Final HU Ranking

Low Concern

High Concern

Ground Water Quantity

•• 7 base layer components and weights:7 base layer components and weights:

–– GW Level Decline 1999, 03, 04GW Level Decline 1999, 03, 04 High WeightHigh Weight

–– GW Level Decline Predev GW Level Decline Predev -- 0404 High WeightHigh Weight

–– GW Aquifer ThicknessGW Aquifer Thickness High WeightHigh Weight

–– 5 Year Drought Trend5 Year Drought Trend Medium WeightMedium Weight

–– GW Consumptive UseGW Consumptive Use Low WeightLow Weight

–– GW Level Rise Predev GW Level Rise Predev -- 0404 Very Low WeightVery Low Weight

–– GW Level RiseGW Level Rise Very Low WeightVery Low Weight
Results



Wetlands

Results



Wetlands

Results

•• 8 base layer components and weights:8 base layer components and weights:

–– T & E Wetland SpeciesT & E Wetland Species High WeightHigh Weight

–– Surface Water QualitySurface Water Quality High WeightHigh Weight

–– Wetland (% of HU)Wetland (% of HU) Medium WeightMedium Weight

–– Wetland TrendWetland Trend Medium WeightMedium Weight

–– Noxious Weeds (Noxious Weeds (Purple LoosetrifePurple Loosetrife)) Medium WeightMedium Weight

–– GW Level DeclineGW Level Decline Low WeightLow Weight

–– Surface Water Flow DeclineSurface Water Flow Decline Low WeightLow Weight

–– Wetland ComplexesWetland Complexes Low WeightLow Weight

Wetlands Analysis
Final HU Ranking

Low Concern

High Concern



Results

Wildlife



Wildlife

•• 9 base layer components and weights:9 base layer components and weights:

–– T & E SpeciesT & E Species High Weight        High Weight        Urban/BuiltUrban/Built--Up Trend     Up Trend     Low WeightLow Weight

–– % Change Grassland% Change Grassland High WeightHigh Weight Surface Water Quality    Surface Water Quality    Low WeightLow Weight

–– % HU Cropped Fields% HU Cropped Fields Medium WeightMedium Weight SW Flow DeclineSW Flow Decline Low WeightLow Weight

–– Wetland TrendWetland Trend Medium WeightMedium Weight

–– At Risk SpeciesAt Risk Species Medium WeightMedium Weight

–– Forestland TrendForestland Trend Medium WeightMedium Weight

High Concern

Final HUC
Ranking

Low Concern



Final Ground Water Quantity

Final Forest

NERA 2005

USDA NRCS
Nebraska State Office

Map is not appropriate for
localizee interpretation.

This map is to be used for area
to area (hydro unit to hydro

unit) comparisons only.

Map Date: June 2005

Final Wetlands

Final Wildlife

Final Soil Quality

Final Surface Water Quantity

Final Rangeland

Final Water Quality



Using The Assessment

•• NERA 1 has been utilized significantly within NRCS NERA 1 has been utilized significantly within NRCS 
for planning purposes. NERA 2005 will continue to be for planning purposes. NERA 2005 will continue to be 
used for these purposes as well.used for these purposes as well.

•• Will continue to use revised NERA, for planning Will continue to use revised NERA, for planning 
purposes within NRCS.purposes within NRCS.

•• Maps available via Nebraska NRCS Web SiteMaps available via Nebraska NRCS Web Site

•• Major difference from NERA 1 to NERA 2005 is one Major difference from NERA 1 to NERA 2005 is one 
overall map will not be created.  The Sub Committee overall map will not be created.  The Sub Committee 
decided to have the 8 individual Resource Concern decided to have the 8 individual Resource Concern 
Maps.  Maps can be used individually, as a group, or Maps.  Maps can be used individually, as a group, or 
portions of sub data can be used as well.portions of sub data can be used as well.

Results



Examples of Possible Uses

•• EQIP Analysis EQIP Analysis –– Use all ResourcesUse all Resources

•• WHIP Analysis WHIP Analysis –– Use At Risk Sub Data Use At Risk Sub Data 

and T & E Species Combinedand T & E Species Combined

•• Staffing Plan Staffing Plan –– Use all or individualUse all or individual

•• WRP WRP –– Would use Water Quality portion Would use Water Quality portion 

and T & E Species Sub dataand T & E Species Sub data

•• GRP GRP –– Grasslands Reserve Program, Grasslands Reserve Program, 

could use the grazing lands portion of could use the grazing lands portion of 

NERANERA
Results



Final Ground Water Quantity Final Surface Water QuantityFinal Water Quality

Final Rangeland

Final HU Ranking
Equal Weights for

All Resources
4 Categories

Final HU
Ranking

Low Concern

High Concern

Final Wetlands

Final Forest

Final Wildlife

Final Soil Quality

Each Resource Concern ranking are assigned equal weight: Each Resource Concern ranking are assigned equal weight: 

Low ConcernLow Concern 1  1  

Medium LowMedium Low 22

MediumMedium 33

High High 44

All final resources summed and classifiedAll final resources summed and classified

into four overall final categories (H, M, ML, L).into four overall final categories (H, M, ML, L).

All Resource Equally weighted  All Resource Equally weighted  –– Potential Use EQIPPotential Use EQIP



•• Staffing Plan Staffing Plan –– Wetland ResourcesWetland Resources

Wetland Resource Concern Analysis

Wetlands Analysis
Final HU Ranking

Low Concern

High Concern



Updates Planned

•• Continuous update process as data Continuous update process as data 

becomes available.becomes available.

•• New or updated data can be New or updated data can be 

incorporated into current assessment.incorporated into current assessment.

Results




